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first published in 1777 in Scopoli’s Introductio are in current use, but, pending 
the completion of Opinion 160, are liable to challenga with a consequent risk 
of confusion and unnecessary name-changing. The nomenclature used in 
Scopoli’s Introductio is of direct concern, not merely to specialists in one partic¬ 
ular Order (where the specialists concerned are at least aware of the nomen- 
clatorial practice in regard to that book adopted by other specialists in that 
group), but also to specialists in widely separated groups. It may be found, 
therefore, that in some groups generic names first published in the Introductio 
are not currently in use, specialists in the groups concerned having proceeded 
on the assumption that the names in question were not available under Article 
25 of the Regies. In so far as this may prove to be the case, it would clearly 
be appropriate to apply the general principle laid down by the International 
Congress of Zoology (1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4 : 65) that special consideration 
should be given to any cases where, as the result of the decision clarifying the 
meaning of the expression “ nomenclature binaire ” then taken, a well-known 
and well-established name was found to be invalid. It is accordingly recom¬ 
mended that, when taking the decision suggested at the end of paragraph 5 
of the present application, the International Commission on Zoological Nomen¬ 
clature should indicate its willingness to give sympathetic consideration to any 
application which may be submitted to it for the validation of a well-established 
generic name now found to be either an objective or subjective junior synonym 
of a generic name published in 1777 in Scopoli’s Introductio but not currently 
in use. 

7. A decision on the question now submitted to the International Com¬ 
mission will not finally dispose of the matters left undecided in Opinion 160; 
since for this purpose it will be necessary for the Commission to decide whether 
the name Anguina Scopoli, 1777, is to be placed on the Official List of Generic 
Names in Zoology or whether some other name should be accepted for the 
genus concerned. The views of specialists in the Nematoda are being sought 
on this question, which, when sufficient information has been collected, will be 
submitted to the International Commission for decision. 

ON THE QUESTION WHETHER IT IS DESIRABLE THAT 
THE NAME “ ANGUINA ” SCOPOLI, 1777 (CLASS NEMA¬ 
TODA) SHOULD BE PLACED ON THE “ OFFICIAL LIST 
OF GENERIC NAMES IN ZOOLOGY ” IN PREFERENCE 
TO SUCH NAMES AS “ ANGUILLULINA ” GERVAIS & 
BENEDEN, 1859, OR “ TYLENCHUS ” BASTIAN, 1865 (A 
CASE POSSIBLY INVOLVING THE USE OF THE PLENARY 
POWERS) : APPEAL TO SPECIALISTS FOR ADVICE 

By FRANCIS HEMMING, C.M.G., C.B.E. 

(i Secretary to the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature) 

(Commission’s reference Z.N.(S.)588) 

1. At its Session held in Lisbon in 1935 (Lisbon Session, 4th Meeting, Con- 
chision 11) the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature had under 
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consideration an application submitted by Dr. H. G. Chitwood and other 
specialists on the staff of the United States Department of Agriculture for 
the official recognition of the generic name Anguina Scopoli, 1777, for the 
Nematode species then (as the applicants stated) “ known as Tylenchus tritici 

Anguillulina tritici) ”, together with comments received from various 
specialists, either for or against the application submitted (1943, Bull. zool. 
N amend. 1 : 37-38). 

2. The problem so submitted raised two issues, the first, general in character 
(namely, the meaning to be attached to Proviso (6) to Article 25) and, second, 
the question of the name which it was desirable should be accepted for the 
Namatode genus in question. The discussion of this latter question was 
obscured in the papers then before the Commission by reason of the divergent 
views expressed not on that issue but on the acceptability under Article 25 
of names in Scopoli’s Introductio of 1777 and therefore on the availability of 
the name Anguina Scopoli, 1777. Accordingly, the International Com¬ 
mission did not feel able at that time to do more than to rule that, pending 
a decision by the Congress as to the Interpretation of the expression “ nomen¬ 
clature binaire,” the name Anguina Scopoli, 1777, must be accepted as com¬ 
plying with the requirements of Article 25 ; the Commission added that “ no 
case had been established ” for the use of the plenary powers to validate the 
name Tylenchus Bastian, 1865. These decisions were later embodied in the 
Commission’s Opinion 160 (1945, Op. Decl. int. Comm, zool. Nomencl. 2 : 
291-306). The Commission recognised that the foregoing decisions were both 
incomplete and provisional in character and expressly placed on record its 
view that it would be necessary to review the position if later the Congress 
were to reject the then current ruling (i.e. the ruling in Opinion 20) regarding 
the availability of names published by authors who adopted a so-called 
“ binary ” but not a binominal system of nomenclature. 

3 . At its meeting held in Paris in 1948 the International Congress of Zoology 
approved a proposal that the expression “ nomenclature binominale ” should 
be substituted for the expression “ nomenclature binaire ” in Article 25 (1950, 
Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4 : 63-66), thereby eliminating one of the factors which 
at Lisbon had made it impossible to reach a final conclusion in regard to the 
status of the name Anguina Scopoli. At the same time the International 
Commission gave a ruling (1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4 : 309-310) that the names 
published in Briinnich’s Zoologiae Fundamenta of 1771 (a work indistinguish¬ 
able in character from Scopoli’s Introductio of 1777, both being books con¬ 
cerned with zoological classification down to, but not including, the species 
level) are available names. In the same Session the International Com¬ 
mission put on record its intention of completing previously rendered Opinions 
where those Opinions did not cover the whole field involved (1950, Bull. zool. 
Nomencl. 4 : 355). Finally, the Congress directed the Commission in future 
to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology every available generic 
name (with a note of the type species of the genus concerned) on which a 
decision of any kind was given by the Commission (1950, Bull. zool. Nomend. 
4 : 268), and on the Official List of Specific Trivial Names in Zoology , the trivial 
name of the type species of every genus placed on the Official List of Generic 
Names , except where that trivial name was not the oldest available such name 
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for the species concerned, in which case the oldest available trivial name was 
to be stabilised in this way (1950, Bull zool Nomend. 4 : 270). 

4. In the light of the decision taken in 1948 on the status of new generic 
names published in 1771 in Briinnich’s Zoologiae Fund amenta , the Inter¬ 
national Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is now being asked to give 
a ruling that new generic names published in 1777 in Scopoli’s Introductio 
are available names under Article 25 (Application Z.N.(S.)587), it being under¬ 
stood that the Commission will give sympathetic consideration to applications 
for the suppression of individual names published in the Introductio , where 
those names are not in current use and where the enforced resurrection of such 
names would lead to confusion l?y upsetting well-established names of later 
date. 


5. Immediately a decision is taken by the International Commission on 
the foregoing question, it will be possible for it to take decisions also on the 
other matters left unsettled in Opinion 160. If the International Commission 
approve the recommendation submitted to it in regard to the status of names 
in Scopoli’s Introductio , it will be necessary, either:— 

(1) to place (a) the generic name Anguina Scopoli, 1777 (with a note of 
its type species) on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology , and 
(b) the trivial name of the type species of that genus, if that name is 
the oldest available trivial name for that species, on the Official 
List of Specific Trivial Names in Zoology ; or 

(2) to take a substantive decision on the question (on which it was con¬ 
sidered in 1935 that no case had then been established), whether it is 
desirable that the name Anguina Scopoli, 1777, should be suppressed 
under the plenary powers for the purpose of validating Tylenchus 
Bastian, 1865 or whatever other name is currently used for the 
genus in question. 

6 . Before taking into consideration the relative merits of the alternative 
courses outlined above, the International Commission will need to be furnished 
by specialists in the Nematoda with information regarding the name currently 
used for the genus concerned and, if there is still diversity of practice, the 
proportions in which the names concerned are used both by specialists in the 
Nematoda and also generally in biological, non-taxonomic literature. In this 
connection, the Commission will take full account of the views by leading 
specialists recorded in Opinion 160, but, as it is now over fifteen years since 
those comments were written, it will be necessary to ascertain whether, during 
the interval that has since elapsed, the position has changed in any, and, if so, 
in what way. It will be very helpful if at the same time specialists will be so 
good as to inform the Commission whether they are of the opinion that the 
strict application of the normal Rules in this case would lead to no unsatis¬ 
factory results or, alternatively, whether they are of the opinion that confusion 
would result from the strict application of the Rules and, in the latter event, 
to indicate what action is recommended. 

7. It is desired to reach a final decision on this long-outstanding case with 
as little further delay as possible. It will be particularly appreciated, therefore, 
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if specialists will be so good as to furnish the Commission as soon as possible 
with their advice on the relative merits of the alternative courses set out in 
paragraph 5 above. All such comments should be marked “ Z.N.(S.)5S8 ” 
and addressed to the Secretary to the Commission (28 Park Village East, 
Regent's Park, London. N.W.l, England). 


ON THE OBJECTION, FROM THE CARCINOLOGICAL 
POINT OF VIEW, OF ACCEPTING THE NAME “ TYLOS ” 
MEIGEN, 1800 (CLASS INSECTA, ORDER DIPTERA) AND 
THE CONSEQUENT REJECTION OF THE NAME “ TYLOS ” 
(LATREILLE MS.) AUDOUIN, 1826 (CLASS CRUSTACEA, 
ORDER ISOPODA) 



By L. B. HOLTHUIS 

(Rijksmuseum i'an NatuurUjke Historic, Leiden, The Netherlands ? < t 

(Commission’s reference Z.N.(S.)501) b 

(Letter dated 27th July, 1951) r- 1 


Though I am not too well acquainted with Southern European and extra- 
European Isopods, I am glad to give you my views on the Tylos problem 
(1951, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 2 : 156-160), raised in the letter which Professor 
Albert Vandel of Toulouse has written to you on this subject. 

The species of the Isopod Tylos (Latreille MS.) Audouin, 1826, inhabit the 
sandy sea shores at or slightly above high-water mark. The genus has a wide 
distribution in the tropical and subtropical regions of the world, Atlantic coast 
of Europe, south of Brittany, France ; shores of the Mediterranean and the 
Black Sea ; West African coast from Senegambia northwards, including the 
Cape Verde and Canary Islands, the Azores and Madeira ; Atlantic coast of 
America from Florida to Colombia, and also from the Bermudas and the East 
Indies ; Pacific coast of America from California to Patagonia, also from the 
Galapagos Islands; Indo-West-Pacific region from the Red Sea and South 
Africa to Japan and New Zealand. 

So far as I am aware, the generic name Tylos Audouin (often attributed to 
Latreille) is at present used for this genus of Isopods by all carcinologists. 
Van Name (1936, Bull. amer. Mus. nat . Hist. 71 ) used this name in his mono¬ 
graph “ The American Land and Fresh-water Isopod Crustacea ” ; so also 
did Barnard (1932, Ann. S. Afr. Mus. 30 : 179) in his treatment of the South 
African terrestrial Isopoda, and Jackson (1941, Smithson, misc. Coll. 99 (No. 8)) 
in his “ Check-list of the terrestrial and fresh-water Isopoda of Oceania.” 
Further, the foremost European isopodologists such as A. Vandel, Iv. Verhoeff, 
H. Stroubal and A. Arcangeli use the name Tylos for this well-known genus 
of Isopods. I am unable to find in the literature any proposal to replace the 
name Tylos Audouin on the ground that it is nomenclatorially invalid. 

The genus Tylos Audouin is the type genus of the family tylidae, which is 
recognised by all isopodologists. 

The foregoing evidence, in my opinion, clearly shows that from the carcino- 
logical point of view, it is highly desirable that the generic name Tylos Audouin 
should be preserved for the genus of Isopoda now known by that name. 


